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A pilot study of a larger project on second language 
comprehension under two input conditions is reported. The first 
condition is characterized by the availability of samples of target 
input that have been modified a priori toward greater semantic 
redundancy and transparency and less complex syntax. The second 
condition is characterized by the availability of opportunities for 
non-native speakers (NNS) to interact with the native speaker, 
bringing about modification and restructuring of the interaction in 
order to arrive at mutual understanding. The pilot study, although 
limited to nine NNS of English, indicates that interaction generates 
a larger quantity and greater redundancy of input, which both help 
make a linguistically complex version of directions more 
comprehensible than those given without interaction, as a premodified 
text. Questions remain regarding the mechanism by which these input 
modifications are brought about during the course of interaction. It 
appears that interactional adjustments such as comprehension and 
confirmation checks ar.J clarification requests may be the means by 
which input is repeated or reworded until understanding is reached. 
It is hoped that these findings will contribute to second le.nguage 
acquisition theory and provide a framework for the development of 
learning materials and instructional techniques. Contains 15 
references. (LB) 
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Making Input Comprehensible: 
Do Interactional Hodif icationa Halp? 1 

Taraau Pica, Catharina Doughty , and Richard Young 
Univaraity of Pannaylvania 



Introduction 



Ovar tha paat aavaral year a, a graat daal of attention in appliad 
linguiatica raaaarch haa baan directed toward factora believed to play 
a role in auccaaaful aacond language acquisition. Along tha factora 
which have been subject to investigation, from age to aptitude to 
acculturation , none haa had a greater iapact on aacond language 
reaearch than that of input to the learner. Raaaarch on input 
conditiona haa broadened the horizona of aacond language reaearch froa 
an intereat in interlanguage production aa a aanifeatation of proceaaea 
taking place within the learner to a concern for the learner ' a 
linguiatic environaent and ita role in facilitating theae proceaaea. 
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The priaary aotivation for input reaearch haa betin the belief that 
availability of the target language in tha learner's linguiatic 
environaent ia not in itaelf a aufficient condition for aacond language 
acquiaition. What aeeaa eaaential ia not merely that target language 
input be present , but alao that the learner under atand it. Aa Corder 
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(1967) originally pointed out, and haa baan undarlinad by Kraahen'a 
Input Hypothaaia (I960), apokan input auat ba coaprahandad if it ia to 
aaaiat tha acqulaition procaaa. 

Guidad by thia thaoratical parapactiva, auch currant aacond 
language raaaarch haa focuaad on identifying what aakaa input 
coaprahanaibla to tha laarnar (aee, e.g., Blau I960, Chaudron 1983, 
1985, JoL.teon 1981, Kraahan 1980, 1982, Long 1985). Tha raaaarch to ba 
reported below repreaenta a further effort in thia area. Thia ia the 
pilot atudy of a larger project on aacond languege coaprehenalon under 
two conditiona, both of which have been ahown empirically to be widely 
available in tha learner' a linguiatic anvironaent. 

Two Input Conditiona Available to L2 Laernara 

Tha firat condition ia characterized by the availability of 
aaaplaa of target input which have baan aodifiad & priori toward 
greater aeaantic redundancy end tranaparancy and laaa complex ayntax. 
Thia haa been eatabliahed in atudlaa which have collected ectuel end 
intuitive data on epeech addreaaed to non-native apaakara (See reviewa 
by Long 1980 and 1983) and alao within a pedagogical fraaework in the 
aiaplification of apokan and written aatariela for languege leerning 
(See Honeyfield 1977, end Phillipa and Shettleaworth 1975 for critical 
perapectivea in thia aree) . Mod if icationa of input include repetition 
ard peraphraae of linguiatic conatituenta, raatriction of lexia to aora 
coaaon and feailiar iteaa, addition of clauae boundary aarkera, and 
reduction in nunber of embedded and dependent cleuaea. Figure 1 
providea exeaplea of modified input in aeveral of theae areea. 
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Figurs 1 

Modifications of Linguistic Fssturss in 
Input Directions for Assssbly Tssk 



(1) QUANTITY; Incrssss in ±h± nusbsr o£ words pj£ dirsction 

Bssslins: Moving to ths top right cornsr, plscs ths two 
sushr ooss with ths thrss ysllow dots in thst 

grsss pstch, down towsrd ths rosd. (23 words) 

Modlflsd : Movs to ths top right cornsr. Tsks ths two 

sushrooss with ths thrss ysllow dots. Put 

ths two sushrooss on ths grs»i. Put ths two 

sushrooss on ths grsss nssr rosd. (32 words) 



(2) REDUNDANCY: Incrssss in rspstition 
-Exsct/Psrtisl 

Bssslins : Pl^cs ths two sushrooss with ths thrss ysllow 

dots in thst grsss pstch* down towsrds ths rosd. 
(0 rspstitions) 



Modiflsd : Tsks ths two sushrooss with ths thrss ysllow dots. 

Put ths two sushrooss on ths grsss. Put ths two 
sushrooss on ths grsss nssr ths rosd. 
(2 rspstitions) 



Ssssntic/Psrsphrsss : 

Bssslins : Plscs ths ons pises with ths two trsss right st 
ths sdgs of ths wstsr. (0 rspstitions) 



Modiflsd : Put ths two trsss at ths top of ths wstsr. 

Put ths two trsss sbovs ths wstsr. 
(1*1 rspstitions) 

(3) COMPLEXITY: Rsdyctjon is. ths. nusbfr o£ s-nodss psr T-unit 
Bssslins : In ths csntsr of ths crossroads, right 

whsrs ths thrss ssst, put ths dog in ths 
- in ths csrritgs. (2 s-nodss psr T-unit) 

Modiflsd : Put ths dog in ths siddls of ths thrss 
rosds. (1 s-nods psr T-unit) 
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Tha aacond condition in charactarizad by tha nvnilability of 
opportunitiaa for non-nativa apaakara to intaract with tha nativa 
apaakar, bringing about modification and raatructuring of tha 
intaraction by both intarlocutora in ordar to arriva at autual 
undaratanding. Hiatorically, thia aacond condition haa baan found 
outaida inatructional contaxta, but racantly, through intaractiva 
padagogical tachniquaa auch aa convaraation gaaaa, rola playa and 
aiaulationa, it haa bacoaa avai labia in tha claaarooa aa wall (Saa 
Brunfit 6 Johnaon 1979 and Johnaon 6 Morrow 1981). Nodlfiad intaraction 
• fraquant outcoaa of convaraational aovaa which raquaat input 
clarification or rapatition, aaak input confirmation, or chack on input 
coaprahanaibility. Exaaplaa of auch aovaa, labalad and oparationalizad 
by Long (1980) aa confirmation and conprahanaion chacka and 
clarification raquaata, appaar in Figura 2. 
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Figure 2 

Modification* of Convaraational Ftaturta in MS-NNS Conversations 



Clarification Raouaata 

Novaa by which ona apaakar aaaka aaaiatanca in undaratanding tha 

othar apaakar' a pracading uttaranca through quaationa (including wh- « 

vaa-no . riaing intonation, or tag) or atatamanta auch aa J_ don't 

understand, or Plaaaa ufini. 

NS NNS 
ok tha ona auahrooa ia balov 



below not: it' a below 

thia ia above, and thia ia balov 

balow aha 



b'low? 

what' a b'low? 

b'low 

yaa 

(3.110-122) 



Confirmatio n chacka 



Novaa by which ona apaakar aaaka confirmation of tha othar 'a 
pracading maaaaga through repetition, with riaing intonation, of all or 
part of tha maaaaga. 
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MS NNS 
in tha cantor of tha croaaroada right 
whara tha thraa iMt placa tha dog in 
tha carriage 



■ha 

in thm carriaga 
Coaprahanalon chacha 



tha doa ? 

iH ill lh± carrlaoa? 

(12.73-83) 



Novaa through which ona apaakar attaapta to dataraina whathar tha 
othar apaakar haa undaratood a praeading aaaaaga 

NS NNS 
ok ok aoving down to tha right placa 
tha buabla baa in tha girl 'a hair 
know which ona tha buabla baa 



aha 

it 'a a bug, it' a a littla yallow bug 
it goaa zzz. that ona 



buabla baaa? 



(8. 206-215) 
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Purooa a of tha Rasaa rch 

Tha purpose of tha praaant raaaarch was to coapara tha af facts of 
thasa two conditions on NNSa' coaprahanaion of input. Undar tha first 
condition, tha input providad to tha NNSs was linguistically aodif iad & 
priori , and thara wara no opportunitias for intaraction with tha NS 
providing tha input. Undar tha sacond condition , tha input was not 
adjuatad linguistically; howavar, tha NNSs hsd opportunitias to 
intaract with tha NS. 

In focusing on thasa two conditions, this pilot study both 
continuas work alraady undar takan on input coaprahanaion and, it is 
hopad, braaka naw ground. Tha claia that input Modifications, in 
thaaaalvaa, proaota coaprahanaion, has alraady racaivad considarabla 
aupport. Racant invastigationa hava ahown that NNSa achi ava aora 
coaprahanaion of inforaation in linguistically aodifiad tax* a or 
lacturattaa than in thair unaodifiad varaiona <a.g., Blau 1980, 
Chaudron 1963, 1985, Johnaon 1981, and Long 1985). 

In tha praaant raaaarch, it was aaauaad that thara would ba 
confiraation of thia raault aaong thoaa UMSs who haard linguistically 
aodifiad input. It waa also pradictad, howavar, that tha othar NNS 
aubjacta — thoaa who haard unaodifiad input but who wara glvan 
opportunitiaa to intaract with tha nativa apaakar --would achiava avan 
graatar undaratanding through auch intaraction . Thia pradiction waa 
baaad on currant thaoratical and aapirical parapactivaa on tha rola of 
intaraction in aacond languaga coaprahanaion. Raaaarchara, 
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particularly. Hatch (1983) and Long (1980 at paaaia), hava propoaad 
that. In tha couraa of intaractlon, laarnara and thair intarlocutora 
negotiate for aaaaaga aeaning, i.e., they aodify and raatructura thair 
lntaraction in ordar to raach nutual undaratanding. Aa a raault of 
auch nagotiation, laarnara coaa to coaprahand L2 worda and graaaatical 
atructuraa bayond thair currant laval of linguiatic coapatanca, and, 
ultiaataly, incorporata thaaa itaaa into thair own apontanaoua 
product lone. Thua, coaprahanaion of L2 input ia clalaad to ba a 
nacaaaary condition for auccaaaful aacond languaga acquiaition, but 
interaction, or aa Long haa atatad aora apacif ically, intaractional 
modification , ia baliavad to ba tha kay factor laading to input 
coaprahanaibility. 

It waa tharafora pradictad that, in thaaaalvaa, intaractional 
aodificationa would giva riaa to whatavar input modification* wara 
nacaaaary for tha NNSa in tha atudy to undaratand thair intarlocutora. 
For axaapla, whan in tha couraa of tha intaraction tha NNSa aought 
confiraation or clarification of unfaailiar input, or raapondad to tha 
NS'a chacka on input coaprahanaibility, it waa baliavad that tha NS 
would raapond by rapaating, raducing, or expanding thia linguiatic 
aatarial until tha NNS could undaratand it. Aa daaonatratad by tha 
raaaarch data in Figura 2, NNSa' raquaata for clarification and 
confiraation of nativa input and NNSa' raaponaaa to tha NS 
intarlocutor'a chacka on coaprahanaibility bring about raatructuring of 
lntaraction and adjuataent of input until undaratanding ia achiavad. 
Tha praaant atudy haa aought to aaaaura tha affacta of auch 
raatructuring of intaraction on coaprahanaion. In thia reapect, it is 
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tha first study which hss attaaptad to quantify thaaa kinds of data in 
ordar to daaonatrata aapirically that intaractional modification loads 
to input coaprahanaion. 

Raaaarch Daaiqn: Mathoda and Procaduraa 

In thia atudy, input coaprahanaion waa aa/;aurad by tha parforaanca 
of nina adult Engliah languaga laarnara whan following tha diractiona 
to an aaaaably taak. 

Tha aaaaably taak raquirad aubjacta to poaition 15 itaaa, givan 
ona at a tiaa, in daaignatad placaa on a aaall background board, 
illuatratad with an outdoor acana. Individual itaaa to ba placad 
includad a variaty of plant, animal, and human cartoon-lika figuraa, 
aach of which aharad at laaat ona faatura with ona othar itam in taraa 
of ahapa, color, or aiza. Tha aaaaably board waa Uluatratad with 
acanary, including aiailar cartoon-lika figuraa, and landaarka auch aa 
ponda, patchaa of graaa, a akylina, roada and vahiclaa, and outdoor 
objacta. Each diractlon includad a daacrlptlon of both tha itaa to ba 
placad and tha placaaant aita. Tha purpoaa of tha taak waa to aarva aa 
an authantlc contaxt for intaraction whila providing a valid aaaaura of 
liataning coaprahanaion. 

Two varaiona of tha diractiona to tha aaaaably taak wara davalopad 
to aaaaura liataning coaprahanaion undar tha two axpariaantal 
conditiona. NS-NS intaraction on tha taak waa firat tranacribad and 
uaad aa tha baaalina varaion of tha diractiona. Linguiatic 
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aodif i cat ions of the basslins script wsrs thsn carrisd out to crests 
ths praaodifiad lscturstts vsrsion of ths dirsctions. Tabls 1 providss 
a quantified coapsrison of ths linguistic fsaturss in ths basslins and 
linguistically aodifisd vsrsions of ths dirsction-giving acript. 



Tabls 1 

Coapariaon of Thrss Linguistic Fsaturss in Basslins, 
Praaodifiad, and Interactional ly Modified Input 



Baaalina 

input 

Praaodifiad 

input 

Interactional ly 
aodified 

input 



QUANTITY 
in worda 

psr 
direction 

16.47 



33.47 



61.56 



REDUNDANCY 

in repetitions 

per 
direction 

0.20 



2.62 



In coapsrison to baaeline data: 
(1) Preaodified twice aa 

input la. . . auch 



(2) Interactional ly four tiaea 
aodified aa auch 

input ia. . . 



12.92 



13 tiaea 
aore 

redundant 

65 tiaea 
aore 

redundant 



COMPLEXITY 
in a -nodes 
per 

T-unit 

1.20 



1.02 



1.28 



leaa 

coaplex 



alightly 

aore 

coaplex 
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Tha pra-aodifiad lacturatta waa pra-taatad on 10 native English 
apaakar a, who daaonatratad 100 parcant accuracy on all itaaa. Tha aaaa 
lacturatta waa than givan to 25 non-nativa English apaakara of low 
intaraadiata proficiancy. Baaad on thalr parforaanca on tha taak, 
fiftaan of tha aoat diacrlainating itaaa (thoaa with an itaa 
diacriaination indax of .20 or bat tar) wara choaan for uaa in tha 
praaant atudy. Kudar-Rlchardaon 21 itaa raliability of tha non-nativa 
pra-taat waa .83, indicating that tha taat waa a raliabla aaaaura of 
liataning coiprahanaion . 

Sub i acta 

Tha nina NNS aubjacta in thia atudy » all adulta, rapraaantad a 
variaty of nativa xanguaga background*, including Franch, Spanish, 
Portuguaaa, Chinaaa, Japanaaa, and Koraan* All wara anrollad in pra- 
acadaaic* low- intaraadiata ESL claaaaa. Thay wara aaaignad randomly to 
ona of tha axparlaantal conditiona. 

Data Col taction 

Uaing tha two varaiona of tha task diractiona, data wara collactad 
undar Conditiona (1) and (2). Undar Condition 1, laballad aa tha Pra- 
Hodiflad Input Condition, tha subjacta haard tha linguistically 
adjuatad acript raad by a faaala nativa apaakar, but wara not allowad 
to intaract with ha* • Tha aubjact and tha nativa apaakar aat back- 
to-back, and aach waa givan tha aaaaably taak board and tha itaaa to ba 
pi scad. 

12 
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Under Condition <2>, called the Interactional ly-Modif ied Input 
Condition* the direct tone, provided by the aaae fttalt native apeeker, 
were road froa tha baaolina input script. However, tha aubject and tha 
NS vara poaitionad faca-to-faca and prior to tha atart of tha taak, tha 
sub 3 set waa encouraged to aaak varbal aaaiatanca froa tha NS for any 
difficultiaa in following tha diractiona. In addition, tha NS waa 
inatructad to aonitor tha NNS'e coaprahanaion throughout tha taak. To 
inaura that tha outcoaa of tha taak would ba baaad on thia kind of 
varbal intaraction only, a acraan aaparatad tha intaractanta ao that 
tha NS could naithar aaa nor participate in tha phyaical •election and 
placaaent of iteaa. To aaintain tha interactive foraat, tha acraan 
covered only the aaaeably area, allowing tha interlocutora to aee each 
other' a facea. 

Under both conditions, coaprahanaion waa aeaaured by the 
percentage of iteaa in the aaaeably taak which the learner, following 
the NS'e instructions, aelected accurately and placed in the correct 
poaition. One point each waa given for selection and placaaent of each 
itea. The data collection under both conditiona waa video- and 
audiotapad and transcriptions were aade for detailed analyaia of the 
data. 

Hvpotheaaa 

In atteapting to anawer the reaearch question, "Do interactional 
aodificationa aake input coaprehenaible?" . two hypothessa were foraed. 
Baaed on current clalaa froa SLA theory und on obaarvational evidence 
froa inforaal review of NS-NNS conversational it waa predicted that: 

13 
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(1) Triggered by interactional aodif icationa, tha aaaa kinda of 
linguistic adjustments that were put into tha pre-modified input in 
Condition (1) would ariaa spontaneously during tha intaraction of 
Condition (2). Aaong thaaa would ba repetitione, paraphraaa, laxical 
and ayntactic aiaplif ication--in abort* any linguiatic aodif icationa 
which would aaka tha linguiatic contant of tha diractlona aora 
redundant, transparent, manageable, and by implication, coaprehenaible 
to the NNSa. 

(2) The NNSa in Condition (2), who heard an initially unaodified 
text of directions, but were allowed to requeat and raapond to 
aaalatance in coapleting the aaaeably taak would ahow greater 
coaprehenaion of directions to the taak than thoae sub 3 acts in 
Condition (1), who had heard the linguiatically preaodified version, 
without such interaction. 

Reaulta and Diacuaaion 

Soae aupport waa found for both hypotheaea teatod in thia pilot 
atudy. However, aince only nine NNSa participated in the reaaarch, 
fira conclualona auat await additional evidence. Further data 
collection la underway in order to provide a larger data baaa from 
which to aeek empirical aupport for theoretical claiaa regerding the 
effecta of interactional aodification on eecond language 
coaprehenaion . 
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Hypothesis 1 



In support of ths first hypothesis, it was found that 
opportunitias for tha HS and NNSs in Condition (2) to interact during 
completion of the asseably teak reaulted in linguiatic aodif icationa to 
the directiona which were qualitatively coaparable to and 
quantitatively aore nuaeroua than those linguistic aodif Icationa which 
had been built into the text of directiona for Condition (1). 

Table 1 providea a breakdown of linguiatic featurea of the 
original, baaeline input, the linguiatically modified veraion used aa 
preaodified input in Condition (1), end the linguistic aodif icationa 
which resulted froa the interaction in Condition (2). Theae reaults 
have been categorized in teraa of Quantity. Redundancy, end Coaolaxltv 
of the input. 

QyontUY Si Input: Modification of the baaeline data reaulted in 
twice aa aany worda per direction and, aa a reault of interaction, an 
average of four tiaea aa aany worda were produced. Thua, aa predicted, 
interaction triggered even aore words per direction than had been built 
into the preaodified directiona. 

iBSUL BtSbrndlDgy.: Thia category ahowed even greater differencea 
between the three kinda of input, with 13 tiaes aore repetitiona per 
direction in the preaodified input end 65 tiaes aa aany aa a reault of 
interaction. 

iBfiUl Complexity: By deaign, aodiflcation of the baaeline text for 

15 
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us* aa preaodified input in Condition <1> reduced the nuaber of e-nodea 
per T-unit in thia veraion <1.02 a-nodea/T-unit in the preaodified 
input vs. 1.20 in baseline). However, the prediction that intaraction 
would alao laad to laaa input coaplaxity waa not aupportad by tha 
raaulta. Instead, intaraction lad to ralativaly aora coaplax input 
(1.28 a-nodaa par T-unit). Thaaa fractional diffarancaa in coaplaxity 
aaaa quita eaell; however, whan conaidarad in light of tha ranga of 
coaplaxity in all thraa varaiona of tha input, i.a., ona to two a- 
nodee, tha .26 diffarantial batwaan tha praaodifiad and intaractionally 
aodifiad input turna out to ba fairly aubatantial. 

Ovarall. than. input aodifiad through intaraction waa. aa 
pradictao, aora plantiful and aora radundant than tha pre-aodified 
input. However, contrary to tha original prediction, intaraction lad 
to aora coaplax input. 

Hypothaaia 2 

Tha aacond hypothaaia waa alao aupportad by raaulta of tha praaant 
atudy. Aa ahown in Tabla 2. ovarall acoraa. baaad on accuracy of 
aalactlon and placaaant of taak itaaa for tha 15 directions, indicated 
that eubjecte froa tha intaractiva group ahowad graatar coaprehenaion 
than tha group givan no opportunitiaa for intaraction. Thia raault waa 
statistically aignificant for tha aalaction portion of tha taak. Naan 
acoraa wara alao highar for tha intaractiva group on tha placaaant 
portion of tha taak; howavar. ona of tha aubjecta in thia condition. 
Subject 12. perforaed poorly on placeaent (although coaparably on 
aalaction) coapared with the reat of hia group. Thia cauaed ao auch 




variation in tha finding* on tha placeaent part of tha taak that avan 
though tha intaractiva group perforaed about 18 pareant battar than 
thair non-intaractiva counterpart*, thia raault did not raach 
•tatiatical algnif icanca. 



Tabla 2 

Tha Effacta of Intaraction on Coaprahanaion of 
Diraction in tha Aaaeably Taak 



Condition l: 

< »Pre*odif iad input 

-Intaraction) 



haan 

Sol act ion 
Scora 



79* (11.80) 



Naan 
Placement 
Scora 



60* (9.00) 



Naan 
Coabinad 
Scora 



69k (20.80) 



Condition 2: 
(-Praaodifiad input 
♦Interaction) 

Diffaranca in aaan 
acora attributable 
to intaraction 



93k (14.00) 



15* (2.20) 



78* (11.73) 86k (23.75) 



18* (2.75) 16* (4.95) 



t-valua 



3.20 



p (algnif icanca level 

of difference for one* 

toiled t-teat. df»U) <.005 



1.15 



N.a. 



1.17 



N.a. 
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An itaa analysis indicstad a fair dagraa of confidanca on all but 
two itaaa. Tha K-R 21 Raliability Coafficiant for tha taat on tha 
whola waa .76. 2 All itaaa vara ahown to diacriainata at about tha .3 
laval axcapt for tha two which had nagativa diacriaination indicaa. 

Additional Analvaaa of Individual Dlrsctlona 

Of tha 15 individual diractiona on tha taat, thara wara four 
diractiona which ahowad a highly facilitating affact for intaractional 
aodification on coaprahanaion of input, and four which ahowad an 
apparant nagativa affact: On Diractiona 1, 6, 11, and 15, aubjacta in 
Condition (2) ahowad graatar coaprahanaion than aubjacta in Condition 
. . Howavar, on Diractiona 3, 6, 13, and 14, tha Condition <1> 
aubjacta diaplayad tha aaaa aaount of coaprahanaion aa aubjacta in 
Condition (2) or actually had highar acoraa. Thia information ia 
indicatad in Tabla 3. 
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Tabla 3 

Diffarancaa Batwaan Condition 2 and Condition 1 Group*' Haan Scoraa 
On Each Oiraction in tha Aaaaably Taak 



Scoring critarion: 



Sal ac- 
tion 



Placa- 
■ant 



Coabinad 
acora 



Diraction 11 
Dlraction 8 
Diraction 1 
Oiraction 15 

Oiraction 9 

Oiraction 5 

Diraction 7 

Oiraction 2 

Oiraction 4 

Oiraction 14 
Diraction 12 (•) 
Diraction 13 
Oiraction 3 
Oiraction 6 
Diraction 10 (•) 



60* 
40* 
40* 
60* 

20* 
0* 
0* 
20* 
10* 

0* 
-30* 
0* 
0* 
0* 
0* 



60* 
75* 
60* 
35* 

55* 
60* 
40* 
10* 
0* 

-5* 
15* 
-25* 
■25* 
-30* 
-50* 



60* 
56* 
50* 
48* 

38* 
30* 
20* 
15* 
5* 

-3* 
-8* 
-13* 
-13* 
•15* 
■25* 



I Craataat 
Ipoaitiva 
I af £ act 

I of intaraction 



I Apparant 
Inagativa 
I af f act 

I of 

I intaraction 



NOTES: Diractiona ara ordarad according to tha aiza of tha 
dlffaranca batwaan tha total coaprahanaion acoraa of 
tha Condition 2 and Condition 1 groupa. 

(•) Diractiona 10 and 12 hava nagativa coafficianta 
of diacriaination and thua ahould not ba raliad upon 
to giva accurata inforaation ragarding diffarancaa of 
coaprahanaion batwaan tha two groupa. 
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comparison was mada of linguistic modifications in thaaa diractions in 
ordar to dataraina which input faaturas aodifiad through intaraction 
contributad moat to coaprahanaion. As shown in Tabla 4, on thoaa 
diractions whara intaraction producad tha graatast diffaranca in 
coaprahansion batwaan sub} acta in tha two conditions, thara waa alao a 
larga and significant diffaranca in tha quantity of input which tha two 
groupa racaivad (87.94 worda par diraction for Condition (2) vs. 34.75 
for Condition (1)). Howavar, thia diffaranca waa not ao larga on thoaa 
diractiona whara intaraction did not aaka a diffaranca in coaprahanaion 
(53.06 worda par diraction for Condition (2) and 31.00 for Condition 
(1)). 

Similarly, with ragard to tha radundancy in tha input which tha 
aubjact* racaivad, thara waa a significant diffaranca batwaan tha two 
groupa, i.a., on thoaa diractiona in which intaraction brought about an 
incraaaa in coaprahanaion, thara waa alao a aignificant incraaaa in tha 
maan nuabar of rapatitiona par diraction. Condition (2) aubjacta haard 
an avaraga of 13.38 rapaatad worda par diraction whila Condition (1) 
aubjacta haard 4.25, a diffaranca of 9.13 rapatitiona par diraction. 
Thia diffarantial waa not aa larga on thoaa diractiona for which 
intaraction did not hava a poaitiva affact. Hara, thara waa only a 
diffaranca of 3.81 rapatitiona par diraction batwaan tha two groupa. 

Unlika tha graat diffarancas in quantity and radundancy of input 
which wara found batwaan tha two groupa on thoaa diractiona with a high 
position affact for intaraction, minimal diffarancaa wara aaan in tha 
complaxity of tha input which both groupa racaivad on diractiona with 
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aithar facilitating or nagativa affacta for intaraction on 
coaprahanaion. Tha diffaranca in aaana of a-nodaa par T-unit for tha 
two groupa on thoaa diractiona which ahowad tha graataat poaitiva 
affact for intaraction waa 0.16, whila thia diffaranca for thoaa 
diractiona with an apparant nagativa affact for interaction waa a 
coaparabla 0.15. Along with tha ovarall raault of thia atudy, thaaa 
datailad analyaaa auggaat that quantity and radundancy of input aid tha 
learnar'a coaprahanaion, but that coaplaxity Bay not ba a critical 
factor. 

Ona final coapariaon of thoaa diractiona which ahowad tha aoat 
facilitating affact and thoaa with an apparant nagativa affact on 
coaprahanaion indicatad diffarancaa aaong thaa in tha nuabar of 
intaractional adjuataanta auch aa confiraation and coaprahanaion chacka 
and clarification raquaata. Pravioua atudiaa coaparing affacta of 
aodifiad and unaodifiad input on coaprahanaion hava raatrictad 
thaaaalvaa to conaidaration of faaturaa of input but not intaraction, 
focuaing only on linguiatic faaturaa auch aa T-unit coaplaxity in a- 
nodaa, nuabar of worda, and nuabar of rapatitiona. Tha praaant 
raaaarch haa drawn attantlon alao to tha ralationahip batwaan 
facilitation of input coaprahanaion and aodif icationa in tha atructura 
of aubjacta' intaractiona with tha NS. It waa found that on thoaa 
diractiona in which tha graataat amount of coaprahanaion waa ahown, 
thara wara alao aignif icantly aora aodif icationa of intaractional 
atructura. Aa indicatad in Tabla 4, thara wara an avaraga of 5.00 NS- 
NNS intaractional aodif icationa on thoaa diractiona which ahowad tha 
graataat poaitiva affact for coaprahanaion va. 3.25 on thoaa 
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directions on which interaction did not have as high an affact on 
comprehension . 



Tabla 4 

Faaturaa of NS Input Hod if iao Through Interaction 
Which Contribute Moat to Coaprehenaion 



1 LINGUISTIC FEATURE ADJUSTMENTS 



1.1 Quantity z. aaaaurad in words per direction 



Mean 

for 
Condition 2 
Group 



Mean 

for 
Condition 1 
Group 



Difference 
of 
Meana 



Directiona 1,8,11,15 87.94 34.75 53.19 

Directiona 3,6,13,14 53.06 31.00 22.06 

<t«2.24; df«6; p<.05) 

1.2 Redundancy - aaaaurad in repetitions per. direction 



Directions 1,6,11,15 
Directions 3,6,13,14 
(t«2.10; df«6; p<.05) 



Mesn 

for 
Condition 2 
Group 

13.38 
9.31 



Mesn 

for 
Condition 1 
Group 

4.25 

5.50 



Difference 
of 
Mesns 

9,13 

3.61 
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1.3 Coaplaxitv - aaaaurad In a-nodea par T-unit 



Mean 

for 
Condition 2 
Group 

Directions 1,8,11,15 1.16 
Directions 3,6,13,14 1.15 
2 CONVERSATIONAL FEATURE ADJUSTNENTS 



Mean 

for 
Condition 1 
Group 

1.00 

1.00 



Difference 
of 
Mean* 

0.16 

0.15 



Measured by_ the totel nmbtr of clarification requests. 
conf iraation checks, and coaprehension checks per direction 

Mean 

for 
Condition 2 
Group 

Directions 1,8,11,15 5.00 
Directions 3,6,13,14 3.25 
<t-1.47; df«6; p<.l> 



Overview 

This pilot study, though Halted to nine NNSs of Enrlish, haa 
indicated that interaction generated a larger quantity of input end 
graeter redundency of input, both of which helped to aeke a 
linguiatically coaplex version of directions aore coaprehenaible than 
those given without intersction, aa a preaodified text. Queationa 
reaain regarding the aechaniaa by which theae input aodif icationa are 
brought about during the courae of interaction. It eppeara froa the 
preaent analyaia that interactional adjustaents auch aa coaprehenaion 
and confiraation checka and clarification requeata aay be the aeena by 
which input ia repeated or reworded until underatandlng ia reached. 
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Additional data ara currently fcaing gathered to generate more support 
for theae flrat attaapta at demonstrating empirically that interaction 
facilitates Input comprehension and to determine the effects cf 
specific input and interactional features on this process. It is hcped 
that these findings will contribute to second language acquisition 
theory and provide a framework for the development of learning 
Materials and instructions! techniques. 



1. This article is a revised version of a paper presented at the 1955 
TESOL Summer Meeting, Georgetown University, Washington, D.C., July 
13-14, 1935. The research reported In the article was funded by a crar.t 
from the University of Pennsylvania Research Foundation. 

2. This figure is slightly lower than that of the pre-test (.83) due to 
the fact that there were fewer items on this version. 
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Figure 3 

Scores on Assembly Tosk x Subject 




E3 Selection Score *"**V77X Plocement Score 



NOTES: Subjects SI, S6, S7, S9, and S10 performed the task 

under Condition 1 (+ Premodified input, - Interaction). 

Subjects S3, S5, S8, and S12 performed the task under 
Condition 2 (- Premodified input, + Interaction). 
These subjects are indicated with a (+) sign in the 
f icure. 



25 



ERIC 



-144- 



REFERENCES 

Blau, E.K. (1982). The effect of syntax on readability for ESL 
students in Puerto Rico. TESOL Quarterly 16(4): 517-528. 

Brumfit, C. & K. Johnson, (eds.). (1979). The communicative 

approach to language teaching . Oxford: Oxford University 
Press. 

Chaudron, C. (1983). Simplification of input: topic 

reinstatements and their effects on L2 learners' recognition 
and recall. TESOL Quarterly 17(3): 437-458. 

Corder, S.P. (1967). The significance of learners' errors. 
IRAL 5: 161-170. 

Hatch, E. (1983). Pavcholinguistics: a gecgnfl language 

perspective . Rowley, Mass.: Newbury House. 

Honeyfield, J. (1977). Simplification. TESOL Qua rterly 11(4): 
431-441. 

Johnson, K. & K. Morrow, (eds.). (1981). Communication in the 
classroom . London: Longman. 

Johnson, P. (1981). Effects of reading comprehension on 
language complexity and cultural background of a text. 
TESOL Quarterly 15(2): 169-181. 

Krashen, S. (1980). The input hypothesis. In J. Alatis, (ed.), 
Current Issues in B ilingual Education. Washington, D.C.: 
Georgetown University Press. 

Krashen, S. (1982). Principles and pra ctice in second language 
acquisition . Oxford: Pergamon Press. 

Long, M. H. (1980). Input, interaction, and second language 
acquisition. Ph.D. Dissertation, UCLA. 

Long, M. H. (1981). Input, interaction, and second language 
acquisition. In H. Winitz, (ed.), Native la nguage and 
foreign language acouisition . New York: Annals of the New 
York Academy of Sciences 379: 259-278. 

Long, M. H. (1983). Linguistic and conversational adjustments 
to non-native speakers. Studies in Second Lanaauoe 
Ac quisition 5(2): 177-193. 

Long, M. H. (1985). Input and second language acquisition 

theory. In S. Gass & C. Madden, (eds.). Input in second 
language acousition . Rowley, Mas*,.: Newbury House. 

Phillips, M. & C. Shettlesworth. (1975). Questions in the 
design and use of English for specialized purposes. 
Proceedings of the 4th Interna tional conference of Applied 
Linguistics . Stuttgart. 



—ins- 



